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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The amendment filed on 10/22/2009 has been received and fully considered. 

2. Claims 1 and 8 remain cancelled; and claims 2-7, 9-22 are presented for examination. 

3. Regarding the rejection under 35 USC 1 12 paragraph, the Examiner withdraws the 

rejection in view of the amendment. 

4. As per the rejection under 35 USC 101, the Examiner withdraws the rejection in view of 
the amendment. 

Response to Armments 

5 . Applicant's arguments filed 1 0/22/2009 have been fully considered but they not 
persuasive. 

5 . 1 Applicant argues with regards to independent claim 2 that the combination of the 
cited reference do not teach selectively routing request for input to either a simulation program 

or the input device...., the Examiner respectfully disagrees and assert that Blake does show the 
routing of request for input at least to a simulation program, regardless of the state of simulation, 
as fig.23 shows the Real-time Logger 2302 intercept a service from the application program 
2301 and route the request to a simulation program 2304 (also see col.49 lines 49 lines 56-64). 
While Blake does not specifically state that the routing is done selectively, the Examiner 
respectfully notes that one of skilled in the art would clearly appreciate the approach taken by 
Blake in routing the request to the simulation program or the input device. Nevertheless, Elliott 
et al., used in the rejection for the selectively routing of request, substantially teaches a system 
and method that includes selectively routing of incoming requests to an input device (5 130) 
using a communication link (see fig.52, para 3478, also 3902, just to name a few). 
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5.2 While the applicant believes that the independent claims, along with the 

dependent claims should be found allowable, the Examiner respectfully disagrees and asserts that 

the combined references cited teach the entire claimed invention. Applicant is further encouraged 

to look at the new references cited but not used shown in the conclusion section of this and the 

previous Office Action. However, the grounds of rejections below fiiUy support the Examiner's 

position in rejecting the instant claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identicaUy disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims imder 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the 
examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the 
inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

6.0 Claims 2-7, 9-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Blake et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,574,854), in view of Bilger (U.S. Patent No. 6,912,429), further in view of 
Elliott (USPG_PUB No. 2002/0064149). 

6.1 In considering the independent claim 2, 17-18, Blake et al. substantially teaches a 
system for performing a simulation, the system comprising: one or more processors (see fig.l), 
coll line 46-col.2 line 12); memory storing program instructions (see fig.l, col.2 lines 13-36); 
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and an input device (see fig. 1-3, 23, also coll line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 
line 41); wherein the program instructions are executable by the one or more processors to: 
receive a request for input from a measurement/control program (see fig. 1-3, 23, also coll line 
17-col3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col50 line 41); route the request for input to either a 
simulation program or the input device, depending on whether the simulation mode is turned on 
or off, wherein selectively routing the request for input comprises: routing the request for input 
to the simulation program if the simulation mode is turned on (see fig. 1-3, 20-23, also coll 
line 17-col3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col50 line 41); and routing the request for input to the 
input device if the simulation mode is turned off (see fig. 1-3, 20-23, also coll line 17-col3 line 
36, also col.49 line 56-col50 line 41). However, Blake et al. does not expressly teach determine 
whether the simulation mode is turned on or off and turning the simulation mode on or off in 
response to user input. Bilger substantially teaches determine whether simulation mode is turned 
on or off (col. 22 lines 1 7-45) and turning a simulation either on or off in a full or partial 
simulation mode (see col.22 lines 1 7-30). Bilger further teaches an input/output device (fig. 1 (8) 
and fiirther teaches connectivity between device, and remotely access resources via the Internet 
(col.26 line 66-col.27 line 30). While Blake shows the routing of request for input to the 
simulation program 2303 of 23 regardless of the state of the simulation; he, however, in 
combination with Bilger fail to specifically teach or fairly suggest that the routing is done 
selectively, as shown in the independent claims. Elliott et al. substantially teaches selectively 
routing of incoming requests to an external application using a communication link (see fig. 52, 
para 3478, 3902). Blake, Bilger, and Elliott are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor and that the system analyzes by Elliott and Bilger are substantially similar to 
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that of Blake et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the 
time of the applicant's invention to combine the system and method of Elliott and Bilger with the 
simulation method and system of Blake et al. for the purpose of turning on/off and controlling 
the mode of simulation, and processing the request routing selectively because Bilger teaches the 
advantage of using the attributes default set up in Cross to minimize time required to program 
Cross (col. 2 6 lines 24-40). 

6.2 With regards to claim 3, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and Elliott 
substantially teach that the measurement/control program performs the request for input 
identically, regardless of whether the simulation mode is turned on or off (see Blake et al.fig.I- 
3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41); also Bilger col. 2 2 
lines 17-45). 

6.3 As per claims 4, 19-20, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and Elliott 

substantially teach the output device (see Blake et al. fig. 1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 
36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41); also Bilger fig.l (8); wherein the program instructions 
are further executable by the one or more processors to: receive a request for output from the 
measurement/control program (see Blake et al.fig.1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, 
also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41); and selectively route the request for output to either the 
simulation program or the output device, depending on whether the simulation mode is turned 
on or off, wherein selectively routing the request for output comprises: routing the request for 
output to the simulation program if the simulation mode is turned on (see Elliott fig. 52, para 
3478; Blake et al.fig.1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 
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41); routing the request for output to the output device if the simulation mode is turned off (see 
Blake et al.fig.1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41). 

6.4 Regarding claims 5, 21-22, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and 
Elliott substantially teach that wherein after determining that the simulation mode is turned on 
and routing the request for input to the simulation program, the program instructions are 
further executable to: receive results for the input request from the simulation program (see 
Blake et al.fig.l, 3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41; and 
Bilger col.22 lines 17-45); and pass the results received from the simulation program to the 
measurement/control program (see Blake et al.fig.1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, 
also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41). 

6.5 With regards to claim 6, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and Elliott 
substantially teach that the request for input comprises a request for input through a first I/O 
channel (see Blake et al. fig. 1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, col.49 line 56-col.50 line 
41); wherein the program instructions are further executable by the one or more processors to 
determine that the first I/O channel is mapped to a first software routine of the simulation 
program (see Blake et al.fig.1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56- 
col.50 line 41); wherein said routing the request for input to the simulation program comprises 
routing the request for input to the first software routine of the simulation program (see Blake et 
al.fig.1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41). 

6.6 As per claim 7, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and Elliott 
substantially teach wherein the program instructions are further executable by the one or more 
processors to map the first I/O channel to the first software routine of the simulation program in 
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response to user input requesting the first I/O channel to be mapped to the first software routine 
of the simulation program (see Blake et al. fig. 1-3, 20-23, also coll line 17-col.3 line 36, also 
col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41). 

6.7 As per claim 9, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, Elliott substantially 
teach that wherein turning the simulation mode either on and off comprises turning the 
simulation mode either on or off without requiring the measurement/control program to be 
modified, wherein the measurement /control program operates correctly, regardless of whether 
the simulation mode is on or off (see Bilger col.22 lines 17-45, Blake et al. fig. 1-3, 8, 20-23, also 
coll line 17-col3 line 36, col49 line 56-col.50 line 41). 

6.8 With regards to claim 10, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, Elliott 
substantially teach that wherein the measurement/control program is stored in the memory and 
executed by the one or more processors (see Blake et al fig. 1-3, 20-23, also coll line 17 -col 3 
line 36, also col.49 line 56-col50 line 41). 

6.9 Regarding claim 11, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and Elliott 
substantially teach that the simulation program is also stored in the memory and executed by the 
one or more processors (see Blake et al. fig. 1-3, 20-23, also coll line 17-col3 line 36, also 
col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41). 

6.10 As per claim 12, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and Elliott 
substantially teach that wherein the one or more processors are one or more processors of a first 
computer system included in the system (see Blade fig., Elliott fig. 5 2); wherein the system 
further includes a second computer system coupled to the first computer system (see Blake et al. 
fig.1-3, 20-23, also coll line 17-col3 line 36, col.49 line 56-col50 line 41); also Bilger fig.l 
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and Elliott fig. 52); wherein the simulation program executes on the second computer system 
(see Blake et al.fig.1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 
41); also Bilger fig.l and Elliott fig. 52). 

6. 1 1 With regards to claim 13, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and Elliott 

substantially teach that the simulation program executes to simulate a physical system (see Blake 
et al.fig.1-3, 20-23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41); also 
Bilger fiig.l). 

6. 12 Regarding claim 14, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and Elliott 

substantially teach that the simulation program executes to simulate operation of a device (see 
Blake et al.fig.1-3, lOA-lOB, 23, also col.l line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 
41); also Bilger fig.l, 7-10). 

6. 13 As per claim 15, the combine teachings of Blake et al., Bilger, and Elliott 
substantially teach that the measurement/control program comprises a graphical program, 
wherein the graphical program comprises a plurality of interconnected nodes that visually 
indicate functionality of the graphical program (see Blake et al.fig.1-3, lOA-lOB, 23, also col.l 
line 17-col.3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41); also Bilger col.26 line 24-col.27 line 30 
and col.22 lines 17-45). 

6.14 With regards to claim 16, the combine teachings of Blake et al, Bilger, and Elliott 
substantially teach that the simulation program comprises a graphical program, wherein the 
graphical program comprises a plurality of interconnected nodes that visually indicate 
functionality of the graphical program (see Blake et al.fig.1-3, lOA-lOB, 23, also col.l line 17- 
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col. 3 line 36, also col.49 line 56-col.50 line 41); also Bilger col.26 line 24-col.27 line 30 and 
col.22 lines 17-45). 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

7. 1 Robarts et al. (USPG_PUB No. 2004/0002843) teaches a method and system for 
interacting with simulated phenomena. 

8. Claims 2-7, 9-22 are rejected and Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) 
of rejection presented in this Office action. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time poUcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andre Pierre-Louis whose telephone number is 571-272-8636. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:00AM-4:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul L. Rodriguez can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an appUcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/A. P. L/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2123 
February 12, 2010 

/Paul L Rodriguez/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2123 



